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autonomy of the Hawaiian Government
in all its dominions and its rights of tv

over sach dominions.
The Hawaiian Government as an

equivalent for such guarantee, and in
order to enable the United States thus to
maranteethe sovere'mnty and indepen-

dence of Hawaii efficaciously and with-

out danger of complication with other
Dowere, agrees that no treaties, conven-

tions or agreements shall be negotiated
or made between Hawaii and any other

state without thepower, potentate or
fall knowledge of the Government of the
United States .

article v.

It is agreed that this convention shall
"be ratified bv the President of the United
States by and with the advice and the
consent of the Senate thereof and by His
Majesty the King of Hawaii and the
ratifications exchanged as soon as possi-ribl- e,

and upon such exchange of ratifi-

cations and proclamation thereof by the
President of the United States and the
Sing of Hawaii the stipulations thereof
shall go into effect with the exception of
the third article which shall go into
effect upon some date to be agreed upon
after the Congress of the United States,

n 4h TmRlfttnrfi of the Hawaiian
Islands shall have paraed the necessary
laws to giTe effect to its provisions.

JlETICLE VI.

The present convention shall remain
in force until modified or terminated by
mutual consent. A conference for the
purpose of considering the modification
or termination of this convention or any
of the conventions or treaties between the
two high contracting parties shall be
held at the capital of one or other of
the two countries for such purpose at
any time within sir" months after either
of the high contracting parties shall have
given formal written notice to the other
of its desire to hold such conference.
the "landing of the teoops " pkopo-sitio- n.

3Ir. Carter then suggested that as it
was proposed the United States shall
guarantee the independence of Hawaii,
the Secretary of State at Washington
might ask for the purpose of prop-

erly carrying out this guarantee, the
privilege "of landing troops in this
country, and aeked what they 'would
authorize him to say to such a proposi-
tion if made. The Cabinet asked Air.
Carter in what form he thought they
would ask for such a privilege. Mr. Car-
ter wrote out two alternative forms of
what he thought might be proposed,
which alternate propositions were as fol-

lows:
Proposed additions to Article 4.
And the Hawaiian If (which God for- -

Govemment further bid) the independ- -

agrees in considera- - ence ana sovereignly
tion 01 such guaran- - or ine iranquu aa-te- e;

and to enable ministration of the
iheUnited States to
effectually protect
the independence
andtranquilityof the
Hawaiian Islands.
that the forces of the
United States may
jure access to such
parts of the Hawaii-
an dominions as mav
be necessarv for that
purpose.

Hawaiian Oovern- -
ment should be
threatened,
agreed that the forces

the United States
may have such free
dom action in the
territories of Hawaii

mav be necessarv
in securing the inde
pendence and peace-
ful administration of
the Hawaiian Gov
ernment.

This proposition, together with the
draft of the treaty, was then copied on
the type-write- r and five copies given,
one to Mr. Carter and one to each of
the Cabinet, and the subject considered

the ""landing of troops proposition "
being attached to the back of the draft of
proposed treaty.

The testimony of Messrs. Austin,
Thurston and Damon is that, after dis-cessi-

the " landing of troops propos-
ition," was unanimously and finally
decided by the Cabinet that the United
States should ask for the insertion of
such a condition in the treaty it should
be rejected, they would not consent to
any such clause recommend it to the
King. Whereupon Ministers Austin,
Thurston and Damon drew their pencils
through their respective copies of the
proposition and wrote "rejected"
against them. Copies of these original
drafts with the proposition scratched out
were shown your committee, which bear
every appearance of being genuine.

Ministers Thurston and Austin state
that when the Cabinet came to this con
clusion, Mr. Carter said he concurred in
their decision and that he did not think
it for the best interests of the country to
have such a clause in the treaty, words
to that effect.

The above form of treaty having been
agreed upon, Mr. Damon took his copy
to the King and explained all that had
been done. Among other items he ex-
plained to His Majesty the " landing of
troops proposition " and said that the
Cabinet had unanimously rejected it,
and that he had drawn his pencil through
it. His Majesty replied " Mr. Damon,
why leave that clause out?" Whereupon
Mr. Damon explained the reason to him.

CABINET COUNCIL APPROVAL OF PRO-

POSED TREATY.

The terms of the treaty having been
finally agreed upon the Ministers met the
King in Cabinet Council the 24th of Sep-
tember, 1SS9, to discuss it, the King pre-adin- c.

After a full discussion the treaty
as proposed was unanimously agreed to,
and Minister Austin was requested to in-

struct Mr. Carter to attempt to negotiate
such a treaty. This Minister Austin did
on the 27th day of Septemer, 1889, giving
Mr. Carter full instructions as to the
"basis on which the proposed treaty was
to be negotiated. The minutes of the
Council show that the action taken was
unanimous. The minutes of the council,
we are informed, are taken by Mr. Ash-for- d

and copied into the minute book by
34j. Austin.

PROPOSED AUTHORIZATION TO MS. CARTER
TO NEGOTIATE TREATY.

Mr. Carter having oa the 28th day of
November, 1889, writtea out requesting
special authority to negotiate the treaty,
Ministers Austin, Thurston and Damon
taet the Kingan Gabinet Council at the
Palace on the 20th tf December, 1889,
and advised His Majesty to sign an au-

thorization to Mr. Carter to negotiate,
subject to ratification, a treaty on the
lines therefore agreed upon. Mr. Ash-for- d

was absent at this time in Ganada.
His Majestyat this meeting(here I quote
from the minutes) " Said he should de-

cline to sign tiiis authorization, that he
had never agreed to this proposal for a
treaty. That it had been hatched up
by outsiders without consulting him."
Further action concerning treaty negotia-
tions here rested till the return of Mr.
Ashford from Canada in March, 1890.

OBJECTION MADE BY MR. ASHFORD.

On his return, the Cabinet discussed
the treaty proposition with him, and he
Ior the first time objected to the clause
wherein the United States guaranteed
the independence of this country. The
other members of the Cabinet then said,
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to meet that objection, we will strike out
the political feature of the treaty by
eliminating Article 4 and make it pnrely
a commercial treaty. Mr. ABhford still
objected, and the question of whether,
from a business point of view, such pro-

posed commercial treaty would be wise,
it was proposed to consult with some of
the business men of the country. This
was agreed to by all of the members of
the Cabinef. A conference of business
men was called for March 24th, 1890.

The unanimous opinion of the confer-

ence, after a full discussion, was to the
effect that such a treaty would be of
value to the country, and the strong de-

sire was expressed that the Cabinet
should attempt to negotiate it. Notwith-
standing this, however, Mr. Ashford still
refused to join his colleagues in advising
His Majestv to sign a commission autho-
rizing Mr. Carter to negotiate a treaty on

A Cabinet council was then called,
April 10, 1890. All the Ministers were
present, His Majesty presiding. I will
quote from the Cabinet council minutes.
The Minister of Foreign Affairs stated :

" That the majority of the Cabinet ad-

vised His Majesty to sign an authoriza-
tion to Minister Carter to negotiate and
sign, subject to ratification, a treaty with
the United States."

The authorization to Mr. Carter was in
the following form:
Kalakada, King of the Hawaiian

Islands :

To all to whom these presents shall
come, Greeting:

Know ye, that I have authorized His
Excellency the Honorable Henry A. P.
Carter, our Hnvoy Extraordinary and
Minister Plenipotentiary to, the United
States of America. Knight' Grand Cross
of the Crown of Hawaii, Grand. Officer
of the Order of Kalakaua, Knight Com-
mander of ttie Order of Kamehameha.L,
Actual Privy Councillor of State, to con-

fer with any person or persons duly
authorized by the Government of the
United. States for that purpose, and with,
him or them to negotiate, conclude and
execute a convention upon the basiH of,

the project hereto. attached and made a
part hereof. All of which acts shall be
subject to our final ratification.

In witness whereof, I have caused
the Seal of the Hawaiian
Islands to be hereunto
affixed. Given under my

l. s. hand at the city of Hono-
lulu, the day of April,
A. D. 1890, and the seven-
teenth year of our reign.

The Attorney-Gener- al said "He would
not advise the King to sign the commis-
sion." The Minister of the Interior took
the ground that the King should follow'
the advice of the majority of the Cabinet
in accordance with the decision of the
Supreme Court. The Attorney-Gener- al

again advised the King not to sign the
commission ; stating " That the opinion
of the Judges of the Supreme Court is
not in the slightest degree binding, and
is of no more effect than that of any
other three men of equal ability." His
Majesty thereupon declined to sign the
commission. There further considera-
tion of the treaty seems to have ended.
STATEMENT OF TIUS MAJORITY OF THE COM-

MITTEE COMPARED WITH THE FACTS.

After careful examination of the testi-
mony before ub, I fail to find as charged
by the majority report, that a certain
duplicity has never been absent from the
transactions of the Cabinet in respect of
the Treaty matter. The evidence par-
ticularly of Messrs. Austin, Thurston and
Damon" is straightforward, and carries
conviction that they in no way wish to
cover the truth. Rep. Kalua's resolu-
tion did not call for private correspon-
dence nor for Cabinet minutes. Never-
theless the Minister of Foreign Affairs
has shown me the Cabinet minutes relat-
ing to Treaty matters, and is ready at
any time to show the same to the rest of
the committee. I find no evidence what-
ever that the obnoxious clause relating
to "landing troops" was in any way pre-

meditated, but that it was merely sug-
gested by Mr. Carter that the United
States might ask that this clause be put
into the Treaty, if they were to guaran-
tee the independence of Hawaii. Min-
ister Ashford says, that this clause was
at first unanimously agreed to; that
after discussion it was subsequently
struck out, for the reason that it would
give the existing Government in the
country too much power, and because
His Majesty would- - certainly object to it,
but that,he understood it might be in-

serted afterwards in Washington. Mr.
Ashford's statement on this point is not
corroborated by any evidence, either
oral or documentary, and is positively
denied by all the other members of the
Cabinet, who state that the first time the
clause came before them in written form,
they decided unanimously that they
would not consent to any such proposi-
tion.

The evidence, of Messrs. Austin,
Thurston and Damon differs in minor
points, but agrees remarkably in all im-
portant points, more especially in regard
to the motives that governed their ac-

tions from first to last.
The majority report in order to show

that the '.'Ministerial utterances" were
not reliable, brings up an important
point to illustrate the charge (alluding
to "Additions to Article 4"), that Minis-
ter Austin positively says that these ad-

ditions only came in much later, as a
sequence to the discussion of the other
Articles, and Minister Thurston corrob-
orates this, whilst Ministers Damon and
Ashford distinctly state that the clause
appeared in appendix, at the very first
presentation of the draft."

Now, all the evidence before us goes to
Show that the Cabinet had several meet-
ings to, discuss Treaty; that
theyLfirst; had, a penciled copy, then a
type written .copy, and it is not at all to
be wondered, at that altera lapse of ten
months there shpuldbea slight differ-
ence of recollection as ,to.the exact Cab-
inet meeting at 'which the "Landing of
troops" clause was first brought up for
consideration, besides, which I can find
nb statement in Minister Austin's evi-
dence that the troop, clause "came in
much later." The main point in con-

nection with this clause is not when it
first came up for consideration, but what
was done with itj upon which the three
Ministers concur.

The majority report characterizes the
remarks made by Minister Thurston to
His Majesty at the Cabinet council of
December 20th last, as being "rather
brutal."

This is, to say the least, a very extra-
vagant, inappropriate and unwarranted
use of the term. Mr. lhurston's re-

marks at that time, in calling on His
Majesty to do what he (Thurston) con-

sidered to be His Majesty's duty, were
plain and positive, but in no sense of the
term could they be characterized as
"brutal."
CONCLUSION OF THE MAJORITY OF THE

COMMITTEE.

After discussing a number of irreleyant
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matters not included in the resolution of

the house, such as rumors of annexation ;

the motives of the ministers; the delud-

ing or intimidating of His Majesty, the
majority of the committee conclude that
there were two objectionable clauses in
the proposed Treaty, vii. :

1. " One in Article 4, by which we
were to be deprived of the sovereign
right of concluding treaties with other
nations "

2. " One in Article 6, by --which we
were denied the equally sovereign right
of terminating the treaty otherwise than
by unanimous consent."

THE COMMITTEE'S FIRST POINT.

The majority of the committee ad-

vance no explanation of their first point,
make no argument and give no reasons
for their conclusion.

The reason that they do not is
the tact that there is no such

clause in tha treaty, nor any semblance
of such clause .. This, statement of the
committeeis thereforera direct' and un-

called for misrepresentation.
The only mention of'treatieB in such

section, hr that in consideration of the
United Statesguaranteeingtheindepen-denc- e

of the Hawaiianlslands, the' Ha-

waiian Government should llnform the
United States of any treaties: which it
proposed to negotiate" "With any other
country. There ib of the
" consent '' of the United States being re-

quired, or ofc any limitation: tothe1 placed
upon ourpresencngniaiu uumieoiiecw

As the firet point made by the majority
of the committee.' has .. absolutely no
foundation in fact it' is notiiecessary to
conaidenit further than to callimttention
to itas a most Bignal illustration of the
partizan spirit in which that report is
drawn.- -

THE COMMITTEE'S SECOND POINT.

The committee's second, point is that
of Article 6 of the treaty: "iVe were de-

nied the sovereign right of terminating
the treaty, otherwise than by unanimous
consent,1"' and they subsequently speak
.of this section as binding us " perpetu-
ally " and " the perpetuity obligation on
our side."

The committee advances no proof,
reason, argument or precedent to show
that the right to terminate- a' treaty at
pleasure is a' "sovereign right," to' be
sacredly guarded, or that there was any
proposition to " bind ourselves perpetu-
ally," but content, themselves with refer-
ring to certain letters from' Mr. Carter
written since the initiation of Cabinet
action concerning the treaty and in the
light of siibseauent action by the united
States Congress.

The utter 'hollowness and lack of
foundation' for this charge is shown by
reference to treaties made between Ha-
waii and the various foreign countries,
which could have easily been examined
by the majority of the committee had
they not acted with such unseemly
baste.

So far from the right to terminate a
treaty at pleasure being a " sovereign
right," not to be modified or parted with,
it is and has been continuously treated
simply as one of the terms of a contract
to be varied according to varying circum-
stances and as the parties may think
their interests require.

Keference to Hawaiian treaties shows
that the first treaty ever made by this
country was with the United States in
1826, and it appears with the declaration
that "The peace and friendship "sub-
sisting between the two countries is
" hereby confirmed and declared tb be
perpetual."

According to the logic of the majority
of the committee, this country was there-
by deprived of the " sovereign right" to
declare war, if it thought best to do so.
In 1839, the first French treaty was
made. Article 1, reads ' There shall be
perpetual peace and friendship" between
the two countries.

In 1846 the first British treaty was
made, Article 1, reads " There shall be
perpetual peace and amity " between
the two sovereigns ," their heirs and
successors."

In 1846 a treaty was made with Den
mark. Article 1 readB: " There shall be
perpetual peace and amity " between
the two sovereigns " their heirs and
successors." An " additional article,"
of the same date as the treaty, reads
" This treaty shall not be permanently
binding" till it receive, the ratification1 of
the' King of Denmark:" The treaty'waa
thereafter Tatlfied'by' the"King of Den1
mark, arid' is1 therefore byts'terms'a
"permanent" or "perpetual" treaty.1

In 1848, tftreatwalr made with1 Ham-
burg', containing the1 sMe'wbrdidg.1- ''

In 1850' a'new 'treaty Ms1 made' with'
the; United; Slates) Hvhtereitf it is again
declared that "perpetual peace and
amity" shall exist between the two
countries.

In 1852 a new British treaty was made.
Article 17 provides that at any time after
the expiration of seven years from the
date of the treaty, either party shall
have the right to terminate Articles 4, 5
and 6 of the treaty on " twelve months'
notice." The only logical inference from
this is that the remainder of the treaty
is perpetual.

In 1854 a treaty was made with
Bremen, which duplicates the wording
used in the Denmark and Hamburg
treaties about "permanently binding"
the two countries.

In 1855 a treaty was made with
Sweden and Norway, which opens with
a declaration of "perpetual friend-
ship," and in Article 17 Btates a
right of termination with respect to
Articles 4, 5 and 6 only. The treaty
concludes with the "permanently bind-
ing" clause of the Denmark and Ham-
burg treaties.

In 1858 'a tie w treaty was" made with
France, opening with a declaration of
"constant; peace anil perpetual friend-
ship."

This treaty leaves nothing to logic or
Inference, but Btates that It shall remain
in force for ten yearsi after which twelve
months' notice of termination'of certain
articles may be given. "Buirthat in re-
gard to the other articles, the said treaty
shall remain nevertheless, perpetually
obligatory, and cannot be modified ex-
cept by a mutual Agreement between the
two contracting parties."

It is useless to particularize further, as
these are simply samples of the treaties
which Hawaii has been making with
other countries ever since it became a
recognised government. It will be ob-

served that in every instance given
above, not only Hawaii but, England,
France, the United States, Denmark and
all the other countries have been bind-
ing themselves to "perpetual" and
"permanent" treaties, to be terminated
only by "mutual consent" to the same
degree that Hawaii has ; so that accord-
ing to the majority of the committee all
these countries have during the past
Bixty years been recklessly surrendering
"sovereign right."

The fact is that the Cabinet were pro-
posing, concerning this point, no more
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than has been done over and over again
by the Hawaiian Government, and no
more than the proudest and most pow-

erful nations of the world have volun-

tarily incorporated in their treaties with
Hawaii.

I do not accuse the majority of the
committee of malicious intent, but I do
say that they have shown gross ignor-

ance.
CONCLUSION OF THE MINORITY OF THE

COMMITTEE.

The direction of the House to the com-
mittee was tworfold :

1st To report whether the proposed
treaty was intended, or calculated to in
any wise.' jeopardize the- - political inde-
pendence of Hawaii.

2nd To report whether the proposed
treatv was intended, or calculated to in
any wise jeopardize the commercial in-

dependence of Hawaii.
There is no evidence, either oral or

documentary, that there has been any-
thing than the most absolute and disin-
terested good faith upon the part of the
Cabinet and the Hawaiian Minister at
Washington, and a sincere endeavor on
their part to advance the commercial
prosperity of Hawaii.

The references to ''annexation" in
connection with the proposed treaty
which have been made, are unworthy of
any honest man. There is no party and
no individual, that I know of, having
any voice or control in Hawaiian affairs,
who is in favor of annexation to, the
United States, or any other country, or
who is not honestly and' heartily
in favor of the maintenance and
iperpetuation of Hawaiian indepen-
dence and autonomy. So well known is
mis that declarations and, accusations of
any persons to the contrary, should be
looked upon witii suspicion, and sub-
mitted to.careful scrutiny to ascertain if
ulterior objects and motives are not be-
ing cloaked under a vociferous semblance
of patriotism.

I will-consid- er second, the question
whether the proposed treaty-wa- s calcu-
lated. to in, any wise jeopardize the poli-
tical independence' of Hawaii.

I say most emphatically that the pro-
posed treaty did not jeopardize (he poli-
tical independence of thecouhtryjbut on
the contrary anorded the most substan
tial guarantee of such independence tthat
weeverhave had-o- r ever" can" receive.

My reasons, for saying this are as fol-- 1

lows : Of all the vast number of islands
in the Pacific" Ocean.the Hawaiian Group
is the only one of, any importance which
has' not' passed under the, ownership or.
control of, the great European, nations.
Within the last few years the policy of
absorbing all available territory has been
on the increase, Hawaii and its disposi-
tion hasever been the subject of consid-
eration and discussion among certain of
the great powers.

Hawaii cannot protect herself by force.
It.is all wettehough to trust to mutual
good will, good feeling and equity, but in
the absence of any specific guarantee of

we neverTmow whaca
day may bring forth. The rapidly chang-
ing policies and mutual relations be-
tween the great nations make it impos-
sible to foretell the day when it may be
considered essential to the' protection of
some great power to take possession of
the islands.

Among all the various treaties made
by this country there is not one which
guarantees our independence.

The " recognition " of ' our indepen-
dence by France, and Great Britain is
not a " guarantee " of our independence.
Hawaii is not even a party to that agree
ment. It is simply an agreement be-
tween France and England that for their
purposes, they will not interfere with
this country. If they so choose they can
abrogate that treaty and we
would have no right to object.

Under these circumstances, the oppor-
tunity is offered of obtaining a positive
guaranty by a nation of a perpetual inde-
pendence, not only as against all other
nations, but as against herself.

What can be more astotiishing or dis-

ingenuous than the claim that this pro-
position was a menace to our independ-
ence. The proposition was tor the
United States to, by solemn treaty, un-
dertake to prevent foreign aggression in
this country . The argument based, here-
on is that the Cabinet thereby intended
to facilitate foreiRnaggreBsionand secure
annexation to the United States.

The argument-i- s as illogical as is the
proof that black ib white.

', Although the majority of the commit-
tee have evidenUyBeen the ridiculous
'nature of this charge, as they making
njention of it in their report, I have menr
jtined'it herepas'ftheTcharee,ha: been
,majle not only in the. pHhric,Tpre'sa,.but
by the Attorney-Genera- l, upon the floor

Aofthis'Hbus&f
This proposition is not without prece-dent.- as

in the treaty between the United
States and New Granada of the.' United
States of Columbia, now of about forty
years standing, the United States guar?
antees the autonomy of Columbia over
her own territory, and I am informed,
that on several occasions this guaranty
has been of the most signal service to
Columbia.

The South American republics are most
sensitive of their technical international
rights, and In years past have been par-
ticularly jealous of the United States.but
no suggestion has ever been made by
Columbia that any of her " sovereign
rights" were interfered with, or her "in-
dependence1 jeopardized " by this' treaty.
On the contrary, it has always been con-
sidered, as it in truth is, a most valuable
protection to her against foreign aggres-
sion.

THE COMMERCIAL QUESTION.

In regard to'the "commercial indepen-
dence" al the country I 'wduld.say tha'$
the United' 'States' is' our naturalCom-merci- al

market, and any form of Treaty
or commercial compact, can in no way
alter tbefact which is entirely natural
and' governed by our geographical loca-
tion. IMs'our natural market on account
of its proximity. The distance from ber$
to the'Califomia coast is only 200Q tnileSj
whereas' all other available markets.are;
6,8, and 10,000, miles .from us., Oursisr
a tropical country and our products the
proddcts of a tropical country. The
United States located in the tepaperate,
zone, wants-- our products, anil, we want
their products, and :alf their manufac-
tured goodS and this pecqliar ;and na-
tural call for reciprocal trade does not
exist between us and any other country
on the face of the earth. Take for in-
stance ourstaple product, sugar. Can-
ada is perhaps our onlv available market
other than the United "States, but with a
population of only 5,000,000, it is not at
all likely that they will take more than
one-fourt- h, or at the outside, one-thir- d

of our crop. Moreover, it is about 6000
miles distant, and the expensive trans-
continental railway freights render trans-
portation to this country so great, that
even if we had no Treaty with the United
States, and were obliged to pay the duty
that is likely to be imposed by that gov
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ernment in future, it would be. more pro-

fitable for us to send our sugars to the
United States and pay duty, rather than
send them to Canada duty free. This is
illustrated by the fact that Cuba sands
the greater portion of her sugars to New
York and pays a high duty in preference
to sending them to England where no
duty is charged. Australia does not
want our sugars they are flooded with
sugar from Queensland and the sugar
raising islands in their vicinity. A few
year? ago we tried that market and
found it a periect taiiure. no ooum
American country wants our sugar
they raise their own. No European
country wants our sugar they are sup-
plied with their own beet sugar, and-th- e

cane sugar of tropical islands in that
vicinity. So that under any circum-
stances Treaty or no Treaty, the United
States is the only, and the natural mar
ket for our sugars. This is equally true
of nearly all our agricultural products,
more especially all perishable fruits.

The products of this country admitted
into the United States duty free under
our present Treaty are very limited.
These articles are arrowroot, bananas,
castor oil, hides and skins undressed,
pulu, rice, seeds, plants, shrubs or trees,
muscavado, brown and all other unre-
fined sugar, syrup of sugar cane, melado
and molasses, tallow, vegetables, dried
and undried, preserved andunpreserved.

I willmentionalew articles, the pro-
ducts of this country, that, are not in-

cluded in our Treaty, and. consequently
pay a duty in the United estates :

PRESENT DUTY.

Tobacco, 35cto 1 per lb.
WbbllOd to 12c per lb.
Lemons, 16a per box, Vi cub. ft.
Oranges, 13c per 1 cub. ft.
Limes', 20 per cent, ad valorem.
Figs, and Raisins ,.2J4C P" lb.
Castor" beans, 50c for 50 .lbs.
Cattle, 20"pe'r'centadlvalorem.
Sheep, 20 per cent, ad valorem.
Bamie, (present duty unknown).
Fruits preserved in their juices, 25 per

cent, ad valorem.
Beef, mutton and pork, lc per lb.
Hemp, $25 per ton.

DUTY PROPOSED IN THE M'KINLEY BILL.

Tobacco, 40c to $3 50 per lb.
Wool , 10c iq 12c per lb.
Lemons', 25c per box.'lVi cub. ft.
OranKes25c. per 1J cub-i-

f k .

Limes, 25c per box, XH cub. ft.
Figs and Itaisins, 2c,per lb.
Castor beans, 32c for 50 lbs.
Cattle, .more. than 1 year old, $10.
Sheep, Ji 50 per head.
Ramie, 15 per cent, ad valorem.
Fruits preserved iri their juices, 30 per

cent, ad valorem.,
Beef, muttonand pork, 2c per lb.
Hemp, $25 per ton.

Now", the dayjs far distant when the
United States will remove' all protection"
whatever, either in theshapg of, duty .or
a bounty, from their raw sugar industry,
ior, li mey uo, x Deiieve mat indus-
try will in time be blotted out.
But even it they should do so,
and our benefits, under the present
treaty with the United States were
rendered entirely nugatory so far as
sugar is concerned, I contend that it will
be profitable for this country to continue
treaty relations with the United States'
on 'the basis of the proposed treaty. I
believe that under the stimulus of free
trade, there are several industries men-
tioned above, that would become flour-
ishing industries, such as wool, sheep,
cattle, tobacco, oranges, lemons and
limes, castor beans, preserved pine-
apples and ramie. Mr. McKinley, in
his tariff bill, proposes a tariff on ramie.
I quote the following from his tariff re-
port to the House of Representatives,
Washington "Ramie is a remarkable
fiber, which will if encouraged soon be
woven into a great variety of the finest
and most beautiful fabrics. The present
season ramie is being grown in many
Southern States. It has passed the ex-
perimental stage and a great and valu-
able industry will be secured to the
South by its protection." I need not
say that ramie grows here better than it
does in the Southern States, as it is a
tropical plant.

Under the stimulus of free trade all
other industries mentioned above includ-
ing; wool are industries that the small
farmer; any one with small means, can
engage in, be they natives or foreigners.
Under the present treaty bananas are
the only fruit we raise to any extent for
foreign shipment admitted into the
Unjted, 8tates duty fro&r-witpe- ss the
flourishing condition of that industry,
every year increasing.

it BfibuTdTbe the policy of the Ha-
waiian Government' t enact such legis-
lation, whether by treajy or iOtherwise
as" will encourage, the sinajlef industries,
in tjie cofpjfry ".and pake' busiheB" pro-jfitab- le

for small capitalists. Thus will
the' kuleanasof the native. Hawaiians
throughout the country become valuable
property, and they will not be so depen-
dent as they now are on wages for a
living.
I feel that it is an evil that this coun-

try is so dependent on the sugar indus-
try,, and it is also an evil that there are
not more small land owners throughout
the icountry. It is not for the interest of
this, country to be dependent on one in-
dustry only, aB any cause that would
leave this industry profitless, would be a
serious blow to all operations in the
country. I say without hesitation, that
with only our present treaty, the Mc-
Kinley tariff bill threatens with one
blow to paralyze the business of this
country, and reduce very materially the
yalueof property throughout the coun-
try..

Until plantations can. greatly reduce,
their running expenses, and the present
ratepof W,ages to, whaUhey.were before
we jobtained' the present treaty, there
will be nd profiin-th- e business. The
poor people, the native Hawaiian, will
feel this more than those who are better
off. -

But some say the United States mieht
.remove s on 'products' such a"

wo taise, auu uius render entireiynuga-tor- y

all benefits under a free trade treaty
and las one 66 thetermsoP the proposed
treaty is that it shall be terminated only
by mutual consent we would find pnr-selv-es

helblesslv bound. T't ia Tint'nt oil
likely that we, and I might say our chil- -
h T!uci, --win uve w see-- me xiay
When the United States will remove all;
protection, either in the shape of duties
or bounties, on all articles such as we
raise here, arid I am convinced that if
we could be safortunate as to obtain the
commercial .treaty proposed by the Cab-
inet we would have no cause to fear
such a clause 4hat on accpunt of con-
tinued commercial advantages under
sncha treaty, it is not at all likely we
should ever want to see it terminate.
The United States is our natural and
only commercial ally. If little Hawaii
can be so fortunate as to come into a free
trade alliance with this great and pros-
perous country, with unlimited re-
sources that are increasing and develop-
ing yearly, we will Bnrelv sham in am
reap the benefits of her prosperity, if nofrj
iu une way, certainty in other ways, and

our prosperity will be established oa a
more healthy and substantial basis.

THE OBJECT OF THE CABINET.

I finally desire to call attention to the
fact that although the Executive has the
legal right to negotiate and execute
treaties, without consulting the Legisla-
ture, the Cabinet in this, instance, have
underta ten no such course.

All that they have endeavored to do
was to set the matter in motion, so as' to
get it-t- o a position where, after coosstta-tio- n

with the Legislature, action could
be taken, favorably or otherwise, aa cir
cumstances, might indicate.

The statements made that the Cabinet
advised the King to sign a Treaty, and
by the Attorney-Gener- al that he advised
the King "not to sign that Treaty" do
not seem to be borne out by the evidence:

The King has never been asked to
sign a Treaty. All that he has been ad-
vised to do by the Cabinet was to sign a
commission authorizing Mr. Carter to
enter negotiations with the United States
and to preliminarily agree upon a form
of Treaty, which should be subject td
ratification by the King, the Cabinet,
and the Hawaiian Legislature.

On this pointJ quote' from the. Cabinet
council minutes; lolaniTalace, Ue'ceiri-b- er

20. 1889;
The Minister of ForeismJLffairs said:

"That.the Cabinet,, in. the belief that- - it
is desirable. to hayeade6nite2.flttexaeat.
of what the United States Government is
willing, o agree .to, fox presentatioa to:
the Legislature, advise His. Majesty to
sign the authorization here nresented."

The situation then is that the Cabinet
was endeavoring to formulate.a measure
for presentation to the legislature for its!
consideration.

Such measure has not been advanced
to iL8feseatwhjch.anylhing.can be done
by the House concerning .it.

Whether the Legislature, as a body,
approve of each and every point in the
proposed treaty or not, is not the issue.

Without raising any party issueor ex-
pressing any approval or. disapproval;o
the; particular points in the treaty, the
Cabinet can be given the credit for hay-
ing attempted to bring before the. House
for consideration a subject, admitted by
all to be of the greatest importance.

H. P. Baldwin,
Of Committee on Foreign, Relations.

Dfau) 5Ucrtistntents.

Ha Blooded Stoi

IFor Sale
THE FOLLOWING YEARLINGS

of 1889) are offered for" sale with"
their engagements ifor. the " Jockey Club
Futurity Stakes "for 1891, and the " Ha-
waiian Derby " for 1893:

dam.
Pay colt Amorino, by Kealia. ..Amandine
BaycoltKaulelabyleah'a.Belleo Kauai
Bay filly Flibertigibet by KeaIia..Gertrude
Bay filly Ballotta by Kealia Ballotta

The two fillies are full sisters to the
mares Wilhelmina and Duchess of Norfolk.

KEALIA is undoubtedlv the finestthoroughbred stallion ever imported intothis country. He was bred by Gov. Stan-
ford at Palo Alto, and his sire, the famous
Norfolk son of Lexington and grandson
of Boston, has long been recognized as theFather of California thoroughbreds.
Through his dam, KEALIA'S pedigree
runs through twenty venerations, withouta blemish, as follows:
1st dam Nova Zembla by imp. Glengarry;
2d dam by Nevada by Lexington ;
3d dam Lightsome by imp. Glencoe:
4th dam Levity by imp. Trustee;
5th dam Vandal's Dam by imp. Tranby:
Cthdam Lucilla by Trumpeter;
7th damLucibyOrph.a.n;
em aam L.aay Uray by Robin Gray;
9th dam Maria by Meizar;
10th dam by imp. Highflyer ;
11th dam by Baylor's.Kearnought;
J2th dam, by Ariel, son of Traveler ;, ,
13th dam by lrap.JacXoCDiaraonds;.. . '.

Hth dam imp. Duchess by Cullen ArabiansISth dam LajdyThjgh by Croft's. Partner:-16t-
dam by UreyEound;

17th dam 8ophonista's Dam by Curwen's
18th damby"d,'drey 's Arabian ;
19th dam by Whiteshir't', '
20th dam Old Montague Mare.

The reputation of KEALIA, as a foilgetterr by the perfor-
mances of his produce at the HawaliaaJockey Club meetings of 1889 and" 1890:'
where they, have never been headed 'intheir classes. The mare Wilhelmina.' al-
though cold-blood- on her dam-'- a side, has .
earned the Jockey ClubFuturity Stakes for old, the Hawa-
iian Derby for old, and-Hi- Majes-ty's Cup for Hawaiian-bre- d of all ages,
thereby en.titling.faer:to be called the Queea
of the Hawaiian Turf.

Inoffering the progeny of KEALIA for
Sntended to place within the reachof all lovers of good horses young animals'

that will developintousomething. far betterthan the;mportations usually made fromCalifornia and elsewhere; and at less prices;
Yearly sales of suchproduccwill be made;but the services of KEALIA, as a stallion,will not be offered to the public, and ani-mals be sold only with
tnlgparanteedpedigrees.

T"For further information regardingthe above colte and. fillies,, and others o!
less value, address: '

MR B N- - HUNDLEY,
3t Kealia nKanai,

J. E. MA1M0NT,

Boilers Inspected; Tested arid: Repair..

W1LL tGVB ESTIMATES FjOB,,
Boilers, Tanks,' Pipes,

stackslumesBridgesand general 8heet'?ron Work. Good, refereneea furnished.-an- d

-

H.I.
Address P. O. Box 479.Honekito.

139'1327-3-

Mules!
mO
J--

ARRIVE BY THE a, C. ALLEN.dueJunel5thr30 head of fine yoWbroke Mules and 20 head of 3-- and ea

olds, unbroken.and within 60 3ayY8 tailof young broken and unbroken Mutes,ranging from 4 to 7 years old. and all W

m

n

V.

f

order that those wisinMules to llr
513monr5rqnaUtyat MWorlowerratiany importer, as I have arrangement 1W

? t0D ? the het buyers in Califon, Jt .

hand
endeavor to buy from first

45Jt attention will be given by '
J " hF" L,,ttle Britan, Honolulu.P. O. Box 452.

1325 130-3- m j.,N. WRIGHT.
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